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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This final Office action is responsive to Applicant's amendment filed April 8, 
2005. 

Claims 1, 5-7, 9, 19, 21, 28, 29, 32, 34, 36, and 37 have been amended. 
Claims 1-37 are presented for examination. 

2. The previously pending objection to the specification is withdrawn in response to 
Applicant's submission of a corrected abstract. 

Applicant has addressed some, but not all, rejections raised under 35 U.S.C. § 
112, 2 nd paragraph. Those not yet addressed by Applicant are maintained below. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments will not be addressed at present because the current claim 
amendments have invoked further rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 1 st and 2 nd 

paragraphs. Applicant's response to these rejections will assist the Examiner in 
determining whether or not the claimed invention is patentable over the prior art. At 
present, the previously asserted art rejection will be maintained; however, claim 18 is 
now being indicated as allowable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 1 01 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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5. Claims 21-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 21-36 are directed toward a system (according to the preamble); 
however, the body of the claims merely comprises software that is not tied to any 
structure. In other words, claims 21-36 comprise software perse, which is non- 
statutory. The software should be expressly tied to some structural elements, e.g., 
executed by a computer/processor in order to overcome this rejection. 

Claim 37 has been amended to further clarify that the computer performs minimal 
processing (i.e., mere display of input data, without any reprocessing of the input data) 
and that the human user is responsible for making decisions. Until the computer is 
recited as being more expressly involved in processing of the data, the computer is 
deemed to perform only a nominal function. Therefore, claim 37 is not seen as 
sufficiently incorporating technology and is deemed to be non-statutory. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claims 1-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claims contain subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
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one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Independent claims 1,21, and 37 have been amended to recite "said status 
being drawn from a pre-defined set, including one or more where the status represents 
a problem and is unresolved and one where the status is resolved." The original 
disclosure explains that potential problems are identified; however, it is not clear where 
the distinction between indicating that the problem has been resolved or remains 
unresolved is made. If no alert is generated, then the project is assumed to be going 
according to plan, which is subtly different than expressly identifying problems and a 
corresponding indication of "resolved" versus "unresolved." This limitation is not 
described in the disclosure, as originally filed; therefore, it introduces new matter. 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 1-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Independent claims 1, 21, and 37 have been amended to recite "a second 
display showing for each unresolved status how widespread is the problem represented 
by the status." The scope of this limitation is vague and indefinite because the 
specification describes several display features that are utilized by a contractor to 
understand "how widespread are the problems affecting that subcontractor on that 
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project" (page 7 of the specification). The details of the display shown in Figure 5 with 
the ability to link to the display shown in Figure 6 are what enable a contractor to know 
"how widespread are the problems affecting that subcontractor on that project" (page 7 
of the specification). Without these details recited in the independent claims, the scope 
of "a second display showing for each unresolved status how widespread is the problem 
represented by the status" is vague and indefinite because it is not clear whether the 
ability to understand how widespread a problem is comes from the intrinsic usefulness 
of certain display details or from the astuteness of the contractor. If the first of the two 
options is the case, then such details allowing for this understanding should be claimed. 
If the second of the two options is the case, then the claims remain vague and indefinite 
because the scope varies depending on the capabilities of the human user. 

As per claims 16-18, it is not understood what is meant by "closing" a status 
change. Is the status change request or decision deleted completely? How does this 
affect the status monitoring? 

Claim 25 recites that a manufacturer must provide information on all 
subcontractors and materials or services before construction can being. It is not clear 
how such a requirement is enforced. What happens if the manufacturer fails to provide 
such information? Does this imply that no project management is performed if the 
information is not provided, thereby negating the steps that follow initiation of 
construction, as recited in independent claim 21? 
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Use of the term "may" in claims 27, 31 , and 34 raises the question of whether or 
not the actions following the term "may" are actually carried out or only potentially 
carried out (i.e., capable of being performed). 

Claim 35 recites that "the information from the screen permits the manager to 
evaluate the potential impact of the subcontractor's supplying the same components to 
other device manufacturers." The metes and bounds of this claim are ambiguous 
because the word "permits" merely implies a broad facilitation of the recited evaluation. 
In other words, just displaying the information seems to meet the claim language 
regardless of how the manager ultimately uses the information. The manager could 
merely ponder the recited potential impact in his/her head. 

Claim 37 recites that those persons responsible for each subproject are required 
to supply a report regarding various event statuses. It is not clear how such a 
requirement is enforced. What happens if these person fail to provide such a report? 
Does this imply that project management is not completed, thereby negating some of 
the subsequent steps recited in claim 37? 

Appropriate clarification and/or correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claims 1-17 and 1 9-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hughes et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,893,074) in view of Primavera 
Expedition, as disclosed in "Primavera Introduces Primavera Expedition 7.0." 

Hughes teaches a method whereby a contractor uses a computer to assist the 
contractor in managing activities of a plurality of subcontractors of goods and services, 
the method comprising the following steps: 

[Claim 1] the contractor contracting with a manufacturer to build one or more 
devices (col. 1, lines 28-39; col. 4, lines 30-34), 

the manufacturer contracting with the plurality of subcontractors to supply the 
manufacturer with goods and services that the manufacturer will utilize in constructing 
the devices (col. 1 , lines 28-39; col. 4, lines 30-34), 

once construction of any one of the devices begins, executing a real-time 
computer program in the computer, the computer program having a status location for 
each subcontractor (Figs. 7, 8; col. 3, lines 1-21; col. 4, lines 56-60; col. 5, lines 58-62; 
col. 10, lines 7-15; col. 11, lines 20-32; col. 12, lines 38-40; col. 12, line 62 through col. 
13, line 22), 

the computer program changing a status indicator on a display to reflect the 
change in the status location (Figs. 7, 8; col. 3, lines 1-21; col. 4, lines 56-60; col. 5, 
lines 58-62; col. 10, lines 7-15; col. 11, lines 20-32; col. 12, lines 38-40; col. 12, line 62 
through col. 13, line 22), and 

the contractor or persons designated by the contractor monitoring the display of 
subcontractor activities (Fig. 2B; col. 5, lines 58-62), 



Application/Control Number: 09/750,350 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3623 

[Claim 4] wherein the display is an electronic dashboard (Figs. 7, 8), 

[Claim 5] wherein the change is made by using a click box (col. 12, lines 22-24), 

[Claim 6] wherein an electronic notice of change is sent to a contractor-selected list 

of recipients whenever any change is entered (col. 10, lines 28-35), 

[Claim 13] wherein all changes are recorded in a database (col. 5, lines 16-26 -- All 

negotiations are stored). 

Regarding claim 1 , Hughes teaches the reporting of a project status update to 
reflect the progress of a subcontractor (as discussed above); however, Hughes does 
not expressly teach that the status location is changed whenever a subcontractor 
accesses the computer and reports a change in status. Primavera Expedition is Web- 
based project management software that monitors the progress of third party personnel 
by allowing them to enter project progress information via its Web-based interface (fflj 2, 
8). This interface enables all project participants to conveniently globally access up-to- 
date project information, thereby facilitating effective project collaboration (fflj 1,8). 
Since both Hughes and Primavera Expedition are directed toward facilitating project 
management among various subcontractors, the Examiner asserts that it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
modify Hughes to allow its subcontractors to enter status information via a computer 
(e.g., connected to the Internet) in order to enable all project participants to conveniently 
globally access up-to-date project information, thereby facilitating effective project 
collaboration (as taught by Primavera Expedition, fflj 1, 8). 
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As per claim 2, Hughes teaches collaboration on the construction of a NASA 
spacecraft (col. 5, lines 6-8); however, Hughes does not expressly disclose the 
construction of a satellite. Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art 
of manufacturing to custom build a satellite. In light of the fact that NASA utilizes many 
satellites in addition to spacecraft, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to adapt Hughes to 
monitor the construction of a satellite in order to make Hughes' invention more versatile 
by targeting a wider range of deliverables. 

Regarding claim 3, Hughes' users access their computers as part of a LAN (col. 
5, lines 33-41), yet Hughes does not expressly teach computer access through an 
extranet site. However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art to 
facilitate communications among users internal and external to an entity via an extranet 
site. The use of an extranet promotes secure communications among users who are 
located internally and externally in relation to a given entity. Since Hughes' users 
comprise both internal employees working on potentially highly secretive spacecraft 
designs with external subcontractors, the Examiner asserts that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to facilitate 
communications among internal and external users via an extranet site in order to 
promote secure communications among all users. 

Regarding claim 7, Hughes teaches that the managers of the smaller projects 
(i.e., tasks of the larger projects) may, at their discretion, make decisions to approve or 
disapprove change requests (col. 2, lines 46-63; col. 6, lines 36-49). Hughes does not 
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expressly teach that the manager may request more information or may make no 
decision; however, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art of 
change order management to request more information before making a decision or to 
make no decision at all. This leaves the project manager's options open to guiding the 
project and enforcing original contracts as he/she sees fit. Since Hughes' managers are 
given control over decisions regarding change requests, the Examiner asserts that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to allow Hughes' managers to also select to request more information or make 
no decision when a change request is made in order to leave the project manager's 
options open to guiding the project and enforcing original contracts as he/she sees fit. 

Regarding claim 8, Hughes teaches the use of pull-down menus, yet he does not 
expressly teach the user of a computerized menu to display the choices available when 
a request for change is made. However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well- 
known in the art to provide users with a computerized menu of available options in order 
to facilitate selection of a valid option (i.e., one that is recognized by the system being 
used). Therefore, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify Hughes to 
incorporate the choices available when a request for change is made on a computerized 
menu in order to facilitate selection of a valid option (i.e., one that is recognized by the 
system being used). 

Regarding claims 9-12, Hughes does not expressly teach that the changes are 
designated to be of different classes, including those designated as "No Change," 
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"Minor Change," and "Major Change," wherein each class is indicated on the display by 
a color different from the color used to indicate any other change and wherein green 
indicates the "No Change" class, yellow indicates the "Minor Change" class, and red 
indicates the "Major Change" class. However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and 
well-known in the art of project management to classify different classes of change 
requests. This practice helps to call greater attention to those types of classes that are 
more serious in nature and therefore require a more thorough review before a final 
decision is made. For example, a "Major Change" would require greater attention than 
a "Minor Change" and a "Minor Change" would require greater attention than "No 
Change." Therefore, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify Hughes to classify 
the various changes to be designated as being of different classes, such as "No 
Change," "Minor Change," and "Major Change," in order to call greater attention to 
those types of classes that are more serious in nature (e.g., "Major Change") and 
therefore require a more thorough review before a final decision is made. Also, Official 
notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art to color code items of interest 
based on the level of attention merited by each. Traditionally, the color "red" serves as 
a serious sign of danger (e.g., the red light of a traffic signal demands that one stop to 
prevent against danger), while the color "yellow" serves as a potential warning of danger 
(e.g., the yellow light of a traffic signal warns one to slow down to prevent against 
danger), and the color "green" usually provides a safer, "go-ahead" message (e.g., the 
green light of a traffic signal is typically indicative that it is safe to go). Using these 
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analogies, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to color each class of the modified Hughes 
such that each class is indicated on the display by a color different from the color used 
to indicate any other change and wherein green indicates the "No Change" class, yellow 
indicates the "Minor Change" class, and red indicates the "Major Change" class in order 
to even more effectively call greater attention to those types of classes that are more 
serious in nature (e.g., "Major Change"), indicated by the color red for most serious, 
yellow for potentially serious, and green for least serious (in concert with the common 
three-color level of danger paradigm), and therefore require a more thorough review 
before a final decision is made. 

Regarding claims 14-16, Hughes teaches the step of sending reminders to 
suppliers and receivers to complete their assigned products or tasks as well as e-mails 
related to status updates (col. 10, lines 28-39). However, Hughes does not expressly 
teach that persons selected by the contractor are sent a reminder whenever there is a 
status change for which no action has been reported by the manager, wherein the 
reminders are made daily or wherein the reminders are made until the manager either 
takes action or closes status change. By failing to respond to a status change, a 
manager is effectively failing to perform an assigned task. Since Hughes already 
teaches the sending of reminders for outstanding tasks, the Examiner asserts that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to modify Hughes such that persons selected by the contractor are sent a 
reminder whenever there is a status change for which no action has been reported by 
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the manager in order to encourage these persons to complete their assigned task of 
responding to a status change (as per claim 14), thereby facilitating completion of the 
overall project. Furthermore, by sending reminders until a task is completed (e.g., until 
a status change is responded to), the modified version of Hughes effectively teaches 
that the reminders are made until the manager either takes action or closes status 
change (as per claim 16). Also, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in 
the art of project management to send reminders on a periodic basis, as selected by the 
project manager. For example, depending on the nature of the project, weekly 
reminders might be sufficient while more time-constrained projects might require daily 
reminders. Therefore, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to adapt Hughes to send out 
daily reminders (as per claim 15) to meet the needs of managers supervising more 
time-constrained projects. 

As per claim 17, Hughes does not expressly teach that the status change is 
closed after passage of a contractor-selected period of time. However, Official Notice is 
taken that it is old and well-known in the art to close messages after a predetermined 
period of non-response. This practice conserves network resources by ending the 
repeated processing of messages that will likely not receive a response after a given 
time period. Therefore, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify Hughes to close a 
status change after passage of a contractor-selected period of time (as per claim 17) in 
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order to help conserve network resources by ending the repeated processing of 
messages that will likely not receive a response after a given time period. 

Regarding claims 19 and 20, Hughes does not expressly teach use of a 
password to ensure that a particular subcontractor can load only that data and view that 
information which pertains to the devices being constructed or services being provided 
by that subcontractor. However, Primavera Expedition teaches an interface that allows 
each user to only access data "they need in order to do their jobs" (& 8). This protects 
secure data from parties who are not privy to such information. Furthermore, Official 
Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art to utilize a password to control 
secure access to limited data. Since Hughes is directed toward building a spacecraft for 
NASA, which likely involves many data secrecy issues, the Examiner asserts that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's 
invention to modify Hughes to implement use of a password to ensure that a particular 
subcontractor can load only that data and view that information which pertains to the . 
devices being constructed or services being provided by that subcontractor in order to 
protect the integrity of the various sets of project-related data. 

[Claims 21-37] Claims 21-37 recite limitations already addressed by the rejection 
of claims 1-17, 19, and 20 above; therefore, the same rejection applies. 

Furthermore, as per claim 25, Hughes does not expressly teach that each 
manufacturer must provide information on all subcontractors and the materials or 
services each might supply before construction can begin. However, Hughes' main 
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embodiment is directed toward building a spacecraft for NASA, which is understood to 
involve government contracts. Inherent to all government building contracts is that each 
manufacturer must provide information on all subcontractors and the materials or 
services each might supply before construction can begin; therefore, such a feature is 
deemed inherent to Hughes. 

Regarding claim 26, Hughes does not expressly teach that the dashboard shows 
the status of each satellite under construction, the expected date of shipment from the 
factory for each satellite, and the status of each project for each critical subsystem of 
the satellite; however, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art of 
project management to track the status of various subprojects and tasks corresponding 
to various deliverables and expected dates of the deliverables in order to assist in more 
accurately estimating final completion of the overall project. Therefore, the Examiner 
asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to modify Hughes' dashboard to show the status of each satellite 
under construction, the expected date of shipment from the factory for each satellite, 
and the status of each project for each critical subsystem of the satellite in order to 
assist in more accurately estimating final completion of the overall project. 

As per claims 31 and 32, Hughes does not expressly teach that the contractor 
has a manager who may click on a status indicator on the display, which click results in 
a subsidiary screen being displayed, which subsidiary screen provides in detail and in 
summary the nature of the change indicated by the status change and wherein the 
subsidiary screen is the On Line Review and Approval screen. However, Hughes does 
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store all of such information as part of the project negotiations and status records. 
Official Notice is taken that it is old and well-known in the art to link related information 
and make it accessible by drilling down through a hierarchy of the linked related 
information in order to facilitate rapid access to the linked data. Therefore, the 
Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of Applicant's invention to modify Hughes such that the contractor has a manager 
who may click on a status indicator on the display, which click results in a subsidiary 
screen being displayed, which subsidiary screen provides in detail and in summary the 
nature of the change indicated by the status change and wherein the subsidiary screen 
is the On Line Review and Approval screen in order to facilitate rapid access to the 
linked data. 

As per claims 34 and 35, Hughes does not expressly teach that the contractor 
has a manager who may click on a status indicator on the display which click results in 
a subsidiary screen being displayed, which subsidiary screen provides, in detail and in 
summary, information from which screen the manager may determine if the 
subcontractor is supplying the same components or materials to other device 
manufacturers and wherein the information from the screen permits the manager to 
evaluate the potential impact of the subcontractor's supplying the same components to 
other device manufacturers. However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well- 
known in the art of supply chain management to evaluate the effect of a supplier 
providing the same product to various entities, especially for purposes of anticipating 
availability of product inventory. Furthermore, Official Notice is taken that it is old and 
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well-known in the art to link related information and make it accessible by drilling down 
through a hierarchy of the linked related information in order to facilitate rapid access to 
the linked data. Therefore, the Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify Hughes such that 
the contractor has a manager who may click on a status indicator on the display which 
click results in a subsidiary screen being displayed, which subsidiary screen provides, in 
detail and in summary, information from which screen the manager may determine if the 
subcontractor is supplying the same components or materials to other device 
manufacturers and wherein the information from the screen permits the manager to 
evaluate the potential impact of the subcontractor's supplying the same components to 
other device manufacturers in order to allow a manager to rapidly access linked data to 
evaluate whether or not the subcontractor will likely be able to fulfill demand for a 
product based on its external demand for inventory from all customers. 

As per claim 36, the rejection of claim 34 addresses the content of the subsidiary 
screen labeled as the "Subcontractor Early Alert screen." This label adds no 
functionality to the described screen and therefore merits no patentable weight beyond 
the details already addressed in the rejection of claim 34. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claim 18 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 1 st and 2nd paragraphs, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Susanna M. Diaz whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6733. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10 am - 6 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Susanna M. Diaz 
Primary Examiner 



Art Unit 3623 



June 25, 2005 



